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The East Ohio

Gas Company A CNG COMPANY
171 7 East Ninth Street oy e - o QZ

P O Box 57.59 o

Cleveland, OH 44 101 -0759 Novenber 22, 1991

Dockets Unit, Room 8417
Research and Special Prograns Adm nistration
U S. Departnment of Transportation

400 Seventh Sireet .. RSPA-GT-4R065-23

Re: Docket No. PS-122, Notice 1
Noti ce of Proposed Rul emaking
Gas Gathering Line Definition

In response to the above notice, which appeared in the Federal
Regi ster on Septenmber 25 1991, The East OChio Gas Conpany (East
Ohi o) nakes the followi ng coments:

East Chio is a wholly owned subsidiary of Consolidated Natural
Gas Conpany. East Chio serves over 1,000,000 distribution
custoners and operates about 15,000 mles of distribution nains.
East Ohio's nmarket area covers over 3,000 square mles, serving
20 counties and 269 conmunities. This area has a popul ation of
nearly 2.5 mllion people. Additionally, East Chio is engaged in
the production, gathering, storage, and conpression of natural
gas. It operates nearly 1500 mles of transm ssion pipelines and
anot her 1400 mles of pipelines currently classified as
gat heri ng.

| MPACT OF THE PROPOSED REGULATI ONS

The following are answers to several specific questions that RSPA
has asked concerning the proposed regul ations:

Question No. 1

RSPA seeks comment on how nmany mles of pipeline currently
classified as gathering lines would have to be reclassified
as transm ssion |ines.

Answer

Approximately 1300 mles would have to be reclassified as
elther transmssion or distribution |ines.

Question No. 2

Have these pipelines been the subject of dispute between the
pi peline operator and the federal enforcement per sonnel
query? £c:¢ i3 Loiudio

(@S]

Answer

it 1

No.




Question No. 3

RSPA also seeks comments on any costs associated wth
recl assification. '

Answer

Total initial conversion costs for East Chio are estinated
at $30,000,000 and an annual increase in operation and main-
tenance costs is estimated at $500, 000.

Conpliance with 192.14 would require hydrostatic testing of
reclassified pipelines. This would be very expensive and
difficult to acconplish, and would create a negative environnen-
tal effect for the disposal of test water.

Because of the economcs involved, East Cnhio would be forced to
replace many gathering lines if the proposed rule were adopted.
In areas of marginal production, we would nost |ikely abandon the
facilities. This would elimnate portions of our gas supply,
forcing us to replace that supply with gas from other markets
that woul d probably be at higher cost.

The proposed regulations would probably have a simlar effect on
i ndependent producers from whom we purchase gas, causing them to
abandon facilities, and further exacerbate our gas supply

probl em Many of these independent producers are snal
busi nesses.

FI RST RECOMMENDATION

East Chio shares the concern expressed by the Research and
Speci al Programs Administration (RSPA) for the safety of natura

gas pipeline systens, including gathering systens. Al t hough the
safety history of natural gas pipelines is exceptionally good
conpared to other forms of energy transportation, it is to

everyone's best interest to inprove upon these systens even nore
as new technology and information becones available. Thus it is
appropriate to nodify the M ninum Federal Safety Standards from
time to tine.

East Chio, however, is not aware of any safety related problens
with rural natural gas gathering lines. W have no experience of
incidents which would indicate a need for regulation. The
proposed rules would have a mnmgjor financial and operational
i mpact on our company. They would create an extrenely costly
"fix" to a problem that does not exist. It is recomended,

therefore, that RSPA w thdraw the proposal




SECOND RECOVVENDATI ON

The definition of gathering line has not been a problem to East

Chio, so we see no reason for a rule change. However, we do
agree that there is sonme lack of «clarity in the definition
because the definitions of "gathering line", "transmssion |ine
and "distribution Iine" are cross referenced. If RSPA wishes to

provide further help in determning the classification of
particular pipelines, it mght ask the Gas Piping Technol ogy
Conmttee (GPTC) to wite guide material for classifying
pi pel i nes. GPTC publishes guidelines for gas pipeline Federal
M nimum Safety Standards, and these guidelines are a commonly
used reference in the industry.

THI RD RECOVMVENDATI ON

East Onio does not believe that RSPA has justified the need to
i npl ement rules which have not been shown to have any inpact on
safety. In the event that RSPA can justify the administrative
burden in inplenmenting it, East Chio has l|isted below nodifica-
tions to the rules which would | essen the inpact.

Need for Revised Notice of Proposed Rul enmaking

First, East OChio suggests that RSPA publish a Revised Notice of

Proposed Rulenmaking after making nodifications. Presently the
impacts are so large, and possible nodifications so different,
that it is difficult to submt helpful coments. A Revised

Notice would provide operators the opportunity to conment nore
precisely on the inpacts of the rul emaking.

Detai |l ed Suggestions

1. Add a new paragraph 2 under the section 192.3
definition of gathering |ine.

"(2) If there is no natural gas processing plant, the
inlet of a conpressor (other than field conpression)
|ocated in or adjacent to a production field which is
used to lower pressure wWthin the pipelines in the
production field to enhance production.’

2. Renunber paragraph 2 to 3 and revise to read:

"(3) If there is no natural gas processing plant or
conpressor station, the point where gas enters a
pi pel i ne which transports the gas to:

(i) A distribution center
(i) A gas storage facility, or
(iti) A consumer.”



3. Revi se paragraph 3 renunbering it to paragraph 4 as
fol | ows:

"(4) If paragraphs (1), (2), or (3) do not apply, the
| ast point downstream where gas produced in the sane

production field or two adjacent production fields is
comm ngl ed. "

4. Add a new paragraph 5 (renunbering paragraph 4 to
par agr aph 6).

"(5) Under paragraphs (3) and (4) above, no Ilines
having an outside dianmeter of less than 9 1/2 inches

shall be classified as a transm ssion or distribution
line."

5. Del ete proposed paragraph 4 (iii).

6. Add a new paragraph to section 192.14 to waive the
application of section 192.14(a)(4) to gathering I|ines
being converted to transmssion as a result of the
proposed rules Docket No. PS 122. | mpl enent ati on of
the new rules should treat any conversions the way the
Act treated pipelines installed prior to Novenber 1970

for establishing a maxi mum all owabl e operating pressure
( MACP) .

Specifically East OChio recommends that the MACP be
established for gathering lines converted to transm s-

sion lines under the rules established in Docket No
PS- 122 as:

The highest actual operating pressure to which the
segment was subjected during the five years preceding
(the effective date of the rules) unless the segnent
was tested in accordance wth paragraph 192.619(a)(2)
or the segnent was uprated in accordance -with Subpart K
of Part 192.

Expl anation of Detailed Suggestions

East Chio believes that there are several itens which are needed

to mtigate the harsh inpact that the proposed rules would have
on the Chio production fields.

The pr oposed regul ati ons, as witten, first t ake into
consideration the presence of natural gas liquids products
extraction plants. Wiere an extraction plant is present, the
gathering classification extends from a well to the inlet of
the plant. The next criteria defines gathering, where no extrac-
tion plants exist, as ending at the custody transfer point of
nat ural gas. This point for East Chio is at the gas sales neter
for purchased gas. Using this criteria, alnost all of East

Ohio's existing gathering lines would be reclassified, because we




typically purchase locally produced gas from independent
producers. East Chio then transports this gas in its gathering
systemto a point where it is delivered to a transmssion |line or
to a distribution system The function of this gathering system

i s gathering. It is no different from other gathering systens
except that there is a custody transfer neter between the well(s)
and our pipelines. In a sense, East Chio is performng part of
the gathering function for the independent producers. East Ohio
objects to the wuse of <custody transfer as a criteria for
classification of pipelines. Pipelines should be classified
based on the function that they serve.

The proposed definition results in contradictory concepts. If a
system supplies a gas processing plant, it is a gathering system

But if identical pipelines performng the identical function are
not supplying a gas processing plant, then the system is not
gat heri ng. East Chio proposes to correct this contradiction by
adding a second criteria. Where no extraction plant is present,
the gathering classification would end at the inlet of conpres-
sors located in or adjacent to a production field. This criteria
is one that corresponds to the concept of a central location in
the production field where gathering would end and transm ssion
begi n. Conpressors serve as a neaningful point of demarcation
and, if they are present in a particular gathering system could
logically be used to separate a gathering system from a non-
gat heri ng system

Secondl y, when no products extraction plants exists or no
conpression is located in or adjacent to a production field,
custody transfer points arbitrarily distinguish simlar systens
based only on the transfer of custody between pipeline operators'
own production and third party production. In order to noderate
this effect, East Chio has proposed to limt the application of
the current proposed criteria (2) and (3) so as not to force
classification of transmission or distribution on pipelines of
less than 9 1/2 inches in a production area. Ten inch lines can
be transmission but eight inch lines can not. The Public
Utilities Conmssion of Chio has adopted this standard as a part
of its test in demarcating transm ssion lines and gathering |ines
in its Power Siting Regulations. Furt hernore, SPA uses this
sane criteria, wrded sonewhat differently, in its regulations
for liquids pipelines in Section 195.2, definition of "gathering
l'ine". East OChio has proposed this limtation in order to ensure
that smaller sized gathering lines not associated with processing
pl ants or conpressor stations will remain gathering I|ines.

East Chio believes that with the nagnitude of gathering |ines
that could be affected, a provision for waiver of Section 192.14
requirenents is appropriate. The situation is simlar to the
first application of the Act to older lines which were brought
under the jurisdiction of the Act at its 1nception. Section
192.14 requires, anong other things, that pipelines brought into
service nust be tested. There would be extrenmely high costs and
negative environmental inpacts if all inpacted gathering lines



had to be hydrostatically tested. A waiver simlar to the one
proposed by East Chio is found at Section 192.619(a)(3).

Proposed paragraph (2)(iii) defines one possible end point as "an
i ndustrial consuner". East Chio sees no reason to |limt this,
and suggests' that the term "a consuner" be substituted.

SUMVARY
In summary, East OChio opposes the proposed changes in defini-
tions. This rul emaking would have a nmjor cost and operational
effect, and there is no safety benefit involved. East Ohio
believes that the basis of <classification of gathering 1lines
should be function rather than custody transfer. W t hout

nodi fication, this rule would require East Onhio to reclassify
approximately 1300 niles of gathering lines, at an initial cost
of $30,000,000 and an annual cost of $500, 000. East nio
recomends that RSPA withdraw the propose rul emaking.

As an alternative suggestion, if RSPA establishes that clarifica-
tion is necessary, East Onhio suggests that GPTC be asked to
provi de guidelines on the classification of pipelines.

If RSPA decides to proceed with a rule change, East Chio suggests
several nodifications. The primary suggestions are to include
the use of conpressors in the sane way that gas processing plants
are used, and to preclude the reclassification of gathering |ines

that are: less than 9 1/2 inches in dianeter. These two suggest -
ions would substantially reduce the inpact, and might help to
clarify the existing wording. If RSPA does proceed Wth a

rul emaki ng after nmaking nodifications, East Chio suggests that a

Revi sed Notice of Proposed Rul emaking be published in the Federal
Regi ster. This would provide operators the opportunity to give
nore specific and hel pful coments.

East Chio appreciates this opportunity to provide conment on the
proposed rul enaki ng.

Si ncerely,

Rd L Clboson

Paul E. d eksa
Envi ronnental and
Codes Engi neer




